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INTRODUCTION  &  HIGHLIGHTS  &  METHODOLOGY 


Introduction 

In  1977,  in  the  first  session  of  the  31st  Legislature,  the 
Ontario  Government  passed  "An  Act  to  Provide  Employment  Opportunities 
for  Youth  in  Ontario"  (see  Appendix  III).  The  Act  came  into  force  on 
April  19,  1977.  This  bill  provided  for  the  establishment  of  OYEP  to 
encourage  the  employment  of  youth  by  the  farming  and  business  communi¬ 
ties  of  Ontario.  The  main  objective  was  to  provide  summer  job 
opportunities  to  young  people  which  would  help  them  to  develop  work 
experience  and  skills. 

This  report  is  the  second  survey  study  on  the  opinions  of 
employers  participating  in  the  Ontario  Youth  Employment  Program  (OYEP) 
since  its  inception  in  1977.  The  first  survey  provided  results  for  the 
1978  Program,  while  this  current  study  is  applicable  to  1980. 

The  intention  was  to  develop  an  information  base  on  OYEP 
from  the  perspective  of  the  employer.  In  order  to  assemble  this  infor¬ 
mation  base,  statistical  sampling  and  analysis  techniques  have  been 
used  to  gather  employer  input  via  a  questionnaire.  In  1980  the  ques¬ 
tionnaire  has  been  adjusted  to  incorporate  more  information  yet  maintain 
comparability  with  1978. 

While  this  report  deals  with  OYEP  in  terms  of  employers, 
another  survey  for  1980  is  planned  to  examine  the  opinions  of  the 
employees.  The  results  of  the  survey  of  OYEP  employees  will  be  presented 
in  a  separate  report.  The  two  surveys,  together  with  administrative 
data,  will  provide  a  complete  information  base  on  OYEP,  with  input  from 
all  principals  involved. 

This  report  is  structured  into  three  Sections  and  includes 
four  Appendices.  The  first  Section  presents  introductory  comments, 
highlights,  and  methodology.  The  second  Section  is  the  main  body  of 
the  report,  and  presents  actual  survey  results,  including  some  analysis. 
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Questionnaire  response  in  relation  to  employer  characteristics  is 
highlighted  in  Section  III.  Here  the  analysis  goes  beyond  the  overall 
survey  results  to  focus  on  those  questions  that  have  response  strongly 
affected  by  particular  categories  of  the  employer  characteristics. 

Appendix  I  is  a  copy  of  the  questionnaire  including  percentage  levels  of 
response  to  each  question  for  ease  of  reference.  Appendix  II  gives  a 
detailed  outline  of  the  statistical  methodology  for  the  report,  and 
includes  sampling  variance,  error,  estimates  of  bias,  etc., as  well  as 
upper  and  lower  confidence  limits  for  selected  questions.  The  third 
Appendix  is  a  statement  of  the  1977  Act  upon  which  OYEP  is  based.  Of 
special  note  is  the  statement  of  purpose  of  the  Act  from  which  analysis 
of  value  can  be  assessed.  The  fourth  Appendix  is  a  table  showing  number 
of  youth  in  Ontario  between  ages  15  to  24.  The  distribution  is  by 
region  and  includes  population  projections  to  the  year  2001. 

Highlights : 

» 

OYEP  is  meeting  its  main  objective  of  creating  new  summer 
jobs  for  youth  that  will  provide  them  with  work  experience  and  skills. 

In  1980,  about  50,000  young  people  found  jobs  through  OYEP;  this  number 
is  almost  twice  that  attained  in  1977,  the  first  year  for  the  Program. 

Over  the  same  time  span,  administration  costs  have  actually  been 
decreasing.  Other  non-monetary  benefits  to  the  youth  are  significant. 

Just  under  92%  of  OYEP  employees  have  learnt  new  skills  while  over  85% 
have  improved  their  self-confidence  as  well  as  their  ability  to  perform 
better  on  the  job. 

But  OYEP  is  not  as  useful  to  youth  who  are  not  returning  to 
school.  Employers  rate  this  aspect  lowest  with  over  13%  labelling  it 
as  poor .  The  next  lowest  rating  of  poor  for  an  aspect  was  3.3%,  and 
concerned  work  performance.  With  generally  small  percentages  rated  by 
using  the  category  poor ,  clearly  the  employers  are  enthusiastic  about 
OYEP.  In  fact,  almost  80%  are  ready  to  participate  in  1981  at  least  as 
strongly  as  in  1980,  and  this  augurs  well  for  future  growth. 

There  are  conditions  associated  with  OYEP  participation  that 
some  employers  would  like  to  see  altered,  the  most  significant  of  which 
is  year  round  eligibility.  This  action  would  entice  over  58%  of  employers 
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to  hire  more  OYEP  employees  than  in  1980.  As  well, year  round  eligibility 
would  increase  substantially  the  value  of  OYEP  to  youth  not  returning  to 
school.  Another  very  desired  alteration  concerns  the  size  of  the  subsidy 
which  has  been  falling  steadily  in  constant  dollar  terms.  Perhaps  this 
is  why  over  38%  of  employers  cite  a  desire  to  provide  employment  for  some 
youth  as  their  prime  motivating  factor  to  participate  in  OYEP.  In  1978 
only  19%  were  similarly  motivated. 

Various  aspects  of  OYEP  administration  look  strong  in  terms 
of  employer  ratings.  The  highest  percentage  rating  for  the  category  poor 
was  only  6.1%  and  concerned  the  time  taken  for  applications  to  be 
approved.  Of  employers  who  contacted  OYEP  personnel  by  telephone,  mail, 
or  personal  visit,  a  very  high  97%  were  satisfied  with  the  response 
received.  In  terms  of  getting  the  job  done,  developing  cordial  relation¬ 
ships  with  clients,  and  increasing  efficiency  in  terms  of  inputs  and 
outputs,  the  administration  of  OYEP  has  been  very  successful. 

Employers  participating  in  OYEP  are  generally  small  in  size 
with  51.3%  reporting  from  work  locations  having  less  than  5  employees, 
and  90.4%  having  less  than  50  employees.  They  are  concentrated  more 
heavily  in  seasonal  industries  such  as  farming,  retail  and  wholesale  trade, 
hotels,  restaurants,  resorts,  and  construction.  Almost  33%  would  find 
it  difficult  to  operate  their  business  without  OYEP  subsidies.  Generally, 
the  smaller  the  business,  the  more  the  subsidy  is  needed. 

The  employment  created  does. not  necessarily  end  with  the 
subsidy  payments.  In  1977,  28.5%  of  employees  were  retained  on  a  part- 
time  basis  beyond  the  subsidy  period.  The  analogous  percentages  for 
1978,  and  1979  are  25.8  and  22.8  respectively.  Employees  retained  full 
time  number  4%  in  1977  and  8%  in  1978  and  1979.  Combining  part-time  and 
full-time  employment  it  is  apparent  that  about  30%  of  OYEP  jobs  continue 
beyond  the  subsidy  period.  While  the  majority  are  part-time,  this  is  due 
in  large  measure  to  the  fact  that  most  OYEP  employees  return  to  school. 

It  is  quite  possible  that  a  good  part  of  the  continuing  employment 
generated  that  is  now  part-time  would  become  full-time  in  a  non-summer 
OYEP  where  employees  are  not  returning  to  school. 


6 


Methodology ; 

While  a  major  goal  of  this  report  is  to  provide  information 
on  OYEP  to  assist  in  its  development  and  administration,  another 
important  aspect  is  to  measure  value.  This  is  particularly  difficult 
when  dealing  with  concepts  and  qualitative  information.  The  concepts 
must  be  addressed  and  the  information  made  quantitative.  The  methodology 
used  here  to  assess  value  in  a  quantitative  manner  concerns  the  use  of 
a  questionnaire  to  gauge  the  opinion  of  employers  in  terms  of  value 
judgements  that  relate  to  the  purpose  of  the  OYEP  Act.  That  is,  the 
employers  rating  OYEP  on  aspects  associated  with  this  purpose  are  in 
fact  measuring  the  value  of  this  Program  as  enunciated  in  legislation. 

To  the  degree  that  they  find  it  successful,  then  the  Program  is  success¬ 
ful  to  that  degree.  However,  considering  the  employers  alone  does  not 
give  a  complete  picture.  For  this  reason,  the  employees  will  similarly 
be  contacted  in  1980. 

j 

The  accuracy  of  the  above  methodology  is  directly  dependent 
upon  the  accuracy  of  the  statistical  analysis  associated  with  the 
questionnaire.  With  confidence  set  at  95%,  a  minimum  sample  size  of 
less  than  400  was  required.  Consequently,  a  sample  of  1,291  employers 
was  selected  from  a  total  of  approximately  23,000  OYEP  employers  using 
a  systematic  random  design.  The  response  rate  for  useable  returns  was 
about  61%  and  for  all  returns,  65%.  That  is,  analysis  was  based  on 
792  returned  questionnaires,  where  400  would  have  been  sufficient.  For 
this  reason  non-response  bias  is  non-existent.  More  detail  on  statis¬ 
tical  methodology  is  presented  in  Appendix  II. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  SURVEY  RESULTS 

Program  Conditions 

Employers  were  asked  about  the  suitability  of  altering 
conditions.  Those  employers  who  felt  that  a  condition  should  not  be 
changed  are  assumed  to  be  satisfied.  In  1980,  48.7%  of  employers 
believed  that  the  $1.25  per  hour  subsidy  was  satisfactory,  but  in 
1978  almost  60%  were  satisfied.  The  nominal  dollar  value  was  the 
same  in  both  years ;  the  likely  explanation  is  the  lower  real  value 
of  the  1980  dollar,  or  in  a  word,  inflation.  That  is,  51.1%  of 
employers  feel  that  the  $1.25  subsidy  should  be  increased  in  1980 
versus  only  39.9%  in  1978. 

With  respect  to  the  conditions  concerning  minimum  weekly 
hours,  and  maximum  and  minimum  number  of  weeks,  the  percentages  in 
1978  and  in  1980  are  relatively  unchanged.  There  appears  to  be 
less  demand  in  1980  for  increasing  the  maximum  of  40  hours  weekly 
than  in  1978.  One  possible  explanation  is  weaker  business  conditions. 


EMPLOYER  VIEW  OF  PROGRAM  CONDITIONS 

PROGRAM  CONDITIONS 

INCREASE 

% 

DECREASE 

% 

UNCHANGED 

°/ 

/o 

Amount  of  Subsidy  -  1980 

51.1 

0.3 

48.7 

-  1978 

39.9 

0.6 

59.5 

Minimum  25  hours  weekly  -  1980 

6.6 

26.3 

67.1 

-  1978 

8.3 

22.7 

69.0 

Maximum  40  hours  weekly  -  1980 

25.5 

1.3 

73.2 

-  1978 

30.0 

2.0 

68.0 

Minimum  of  6  weeks  -  1980 

8.8 

24.4 

66 . 8 

-  1978 

8.4 

22.8 

68.8 

Maximum  of  25  weeks  .  -  1980 

25.3 

2.0 

72.7 

-  1978 

27.5 

4.1 

68.4 
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An  additional  question  was  incorporated  into  the  1980 
questionnaire  to  determine  the  probable  action  of  the  employer  to 
specific  adjustments  in  conditions.  It  is  important  to  know  what 
will  cause  the  employer  to  hire  more  youth.  Year-round  eligibility 
will  have  the  largest  effect  with  58.2%  of  employers  indicating  they 
will  hire  more.  Following  closely  with  48.2%  is  the  action  of 
increasing  subsidies.  Few  employers  are  interested  in  hiring  youth 
at  age  less  than  15  years;  they  are  in  general  more  firm  on  this  point 
as  the  lower  number  responding  under  ’don’t  know'  indicates.  Not 
surprisingly , 39 . 3%  would  expand  to  hire  relatives.  Over  a  third  of 
employers  would  hire  more  if  age  levels  were  increased  suggesting 
that  they  may  prefer  older,  more  experienced  employees.  A  stronger 
interpretation  of  this  result  might  be  that  a  large  number  of 
employers  would  not  hire  young  people  if  they  had  a  choice  or  if 
there  was  no  subsidy. 


EMPLOYER  REACTION  TO  CHANGING  CONDITIONS  -  1980 

PROGRAM  CONDITIONS 
ALTERED  BY 

WILL  HIRE 

MORE 

% 

WILL  NOT 
HIRE  MORE 
% 

DON’T 

KNOW 

/o 

Increasing  the  subsidy 

48.2 

33.5 

18.3 

Year  round  eligibility 

58.2 

28.9 

12.9 

Allow  age  less  than  15 

15.9 

75.6 

8.5 

Allow  age  greater  than  24 

36.4 

49.2 

14.4 

Able  to  hire  relatives 

39.3 

47.4 

13.3 
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Of  those  employers  who  expect  to  participate  less  or  not  at 
all  in  1981,  7.8%  indicated  that  their  reasons  concerned  OYEP  1980 
conditions.  This  is  a  large  rise  from  1978,  where  only  0.5%  of  employers 
cited  1978  program  conditions  as  a  reason  for  intentions  not  to 
participate  in  1979.  However,  these  results  are  not  fully  comparable, 

In  1980  employers  could  check  off  the  categories  less  or  not  at  all  to 
arrive  at  the  7.8%  figure.  In  1978,  the  category  less  was  not  included. 

Program  Administration 

Aspects  of  administration  noted  in  the  1978  survey  are  not 
directly  comparable  with  1980.  In  1980  the  employer  had  the  choice  - 
good,  fair  and  poor  -  for  rating  purposes  and  in  1978,  -  satisfactory 
and  not  satisfactory.  The  1978  results  for  the  category,  not  satisfac¬ 
tory  ,  if  assumed  to  be  comparable  with  the  category,  poor,  in  1980 
suggest  an  improved  administration.  That  is,  the  1978  percentages  for 
non-satisf actory  for  the  four  aspects  listed  in  the  following  tables 
are:  7.6%;  10.1%;  14.9%;  and  6.9%  respectively.  These  percentages  are 
higher  than  those  shown  under  the  1980  category  poor . 


EMPLOYER  OPINION  OF  PROGRAM  ADMINISTRATION 

ASPECT  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

GOOD 

% 

FAIR 

% 

POOR 

% 

Promotion  and  information  about 
OYEP 

79.0 

18.2 

2.7 

The  time  taken  to  receive  the 
application  form 

72.0 

22.1 

5.9 

The  time  taken  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  be  approved 

68.9 

25.0 

6.1 

The  clarity  and  simplicity  of 
forms  used 

82.4 

16.2 

1.4 
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Of  the  49.8%  of  employers  who  contacted  OYEP  personnel  by 
telephone,  mail,  or  personal  visit  to  make  a  complaint  or  get  information, 
97%  were  satisfied  with  the  response  received.  However,  with  respect 
to  the  length  of  time  taken  to  receive  the  subsidy  payment  for  1979, 
about  22%  of  respondents  who  had  participated  in  1979  were  not  satisfied. 
This  compares  with  16.7%  in  1978.  Since  this  survey  was  taken  in 
August/September  1980,  it  was  not  possible  to  determine  the  corresponding 
percentage  for  1980.  However,  respondents  did  indicate  what  they  felt 
to  be  a  reasonable  length  of  time  to  receive  the  subsidy.  The  majority, 
namely  53.3%,  indicated  that  2  to  4  weeks  was  reasonable  while  34.3% 
would  settle  for  4  to  6  weeks.  Only  3.8%  felt  that  6  to  12  weeks  was 
acceptable.  The  remaining  8.6%  were  optimistic  enough  to  believe  that 
0  to  2  weeks  should  be  the  norm. 

The  employers  were  also  asked  for  their  opinions  with  respect 
to  level  of  government  that  should  be  involved  in  programs  such  as 
OYEP  in  Ontario.  Because  these  employers  are  currently  participating 
in  OYEP  through  the  Ontario  Government, note  that  they  do  not  represent 
a  non-biased  cross-section  of  all  business  opinion  in  Ontario.  A 
surprising  percentage  would  like  to  see  local  governments  involved,  or 
alternatively  are  looking  for  help  from  any  area  that  might  offer  it. 


EMPLOYER.  OPINION  CONCERNING 

YES 

NO 

NO  OPINION 

INVOLVEMENT  BY: 

% 

% 

% 

Federal  Government 

42.5 

33.4 

24.1 

Ontario  Government 

86.5 

2.3 

11.2 

Local  Governments' 

37.2 

39.8 

23.0 
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Slippage 

The  term  slippage  used  in  relation  to  OYEP  refers  to  the 
situation  where  an  employer  makes  fewer  claims  than  he  has  had  approved. 

In  the  survey  results,  each  claim  represents  a  separate  employee  and 
slippage  is  concerned  with  numbers  of  employees  actually  hired  against 
the  number  expected  to  be  hired.  The  1978  survey  results  showed  that 
about  20%  of  employers  approved  for  OYEP  hiring  did  not  claim  for  the 
total  number  of  positions  approved.  In  1980,  this  figure  has  risen  to  25%. 

Slippage  can  also  be  determined  from  administrative  records 
in  terms  of  dollars  applied  for  by  employers  against  dollars  paid  out  in 
claims.  This  interpretation  of  slippage  is  much  broader  and  indirectly 
accounts  for  employers  not  keeping  an  employee  the  full  period  or  subs¬ 
tituting  with  different  employees.  Administrative  records  show  the  ratio 
of  dollars  applied  for  against  dollars  paid  out  to  be  46%  in  1978,  52%  in 
1979,  and  estimated  at  about  50%  in  1980. 

The  ratio  of  the  number  of  positions  approved  to  the  number 
claimed  was  85%  in  1978  and  84%  in  1980  from  survey  results.  That  is, 
the  sample  indicates  that  almost  84%  of  positions  approved  in  1980  will 
be  claimed  for  subsidy.  Because  dollar  value  claimed  is  about  50%  of 
that  approved,  then  the  interpretation  is  that  employers  overestimate 
total  work  hours  far  more  than  the  actual  numbers  of  youth  employed  and / 
or  some  employers  use  more  than  one  employee  per  single  claim  period. 

Regardless  of  whether  slippage  is  interpreted  in  terms  of 
numbers  employed,  or  dollar  amounts,  the  survey  does  indicate  reasons  for 
slippage  in  1980.  These  results  are  compared  with  1978  in  the  following 
table.  The  largest  change  is  with  respect  to  business  conditions. 


EMPLOYERS  MAKING  FEWER  CLAIMS 

WHY  SLIPPAGE 

1978 

Of 

/o 

1980 

% 

Changing  business  conditions 

40.4 

51.5 

Could  not  find  suitable  employee (s) 

18.4 

18.4 

Employee (s)  left  early 

18.4 

18.4 

Too  much  bother 

1.4 

1.5 

Other 

_ _ _ — - - - — - - - 

21.4 

10.2 
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Participation  and  Growth  of  OYEP 

The  following  table  shows  administrative  data  yielding  quanti¬ 
tative  information  on  numbers  of  employers  and  employees,  and  monies 
expended  for  OYEP  since  its  inception  in  1977.  The  largest  growth  rate 
is  in  the  number  of  employees  or  youth  getting  jobs.  Administration 
costs  have  stabilized  and  actually  show  a  declining  trend.  In  1980,  the 


average  cost  to  provide 

a  job 

for  a 

young 

person 

is  $592. 

OYEP  PARTICIPATION 

AND  GROWTH 

IN CL.  EXPENDITURES 

OYEP 

YEAR 

PERCENT  CHANGE 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 
est '  d 

1977 
-  1978 

$ 

1978 
-  1979 

1979 
-  1980 

No.  of  employers (000) 

16.0 

16.5 

18.9 

23.0 

3.1 

14.5 

21.7 

No.  of  employees (000) 

27.5 

34.0 

43.5 

50.0 

23.6 

27.9 

14.9 

Paid  out  in  millions  $ 

9.7 

20.3 

25.5 

28.5 

109.3 

25.6 

11.8 

Administration  and 

Audit  costs  in 
millions  $ 

•  • 

1.4 

1.2 

1.1 

•  • 

-14.3 

-8.3 
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Three  major  aspects  affecting  growth  and  participation  rates 
with  respect  to  OYEP  are  to  some  extent  controllable.  These  include 
promotion,  program  conditions,  and  repeat  business.  A  fourth  and  very 
significant  aspect,  namely  business  conditions,  cannot  be  easily 
predicted.  Over  50%  of  respondents  hiring  less  than  they  had  expected 
pointed  to  changing  business  conditions.  Similarly  about  33%  of  OYEP 
1980  participants  who  indicated  that  they  will  participate  less  or  not 
at  all  in  1981  indicate  poorer  business  conditions  as  their  reason. 

The  survey  results  yielding  information  on  promotion  are 
presented  in  the  following  table.  The  direction  has  changed  signi¬ 
ficantly  from  1978  where  employers  found  out  about  OYEP  mostly  from 
advertisement.  In  1980  the  major  promotion  technique  is  communication 
by  mail  with  employers  listed  in  a  data  base.  As  this  listing  grows, 
the  mail  out  should  assume  even  larger  significance  for  promotion  in 
years  to  come. 


EMPLOYERS 

FOUND  OUT  ABOUT 

1978 

1980 

OYEP  FROM: 

% 

% 

The  OYEP  mail  out  to 

employers 

34.6 

46.5 

Radio  or  newspaper  ads  * ** 

44.4 

26.2 

Word  of  mouth 

14.0 

15.6 

Manpower  Centres 

7.0 

11.6 

*  Radio  ads  discontinued  in  19S0. 

**  Note  that  in  the  1978  survey s  the  fourth  category  was  T Other’ 
within  which  manpower  centres  were  most  often  mentioned  by 
respondents  in  open  format. 


The  two  program  conditions  having  the  most  effect  in  encourag¬ 
ing  more  participation  by  employers  are  firstly,  extending  to  year  round 
eligibility  (58.2%),  and  secondly,  increasing  the  subsidy  (48.2%). 
Altering  other  conditions  would  have  a  significant  effect,  such  as 
including  individuals  of  age  greater  than  24  and  hiring  relatives. 
However,  these  latter  two  options,  while  potentially  effective,  would 
appear  to  violate  the  basic  rationale  of  OYEP. 

A  base  of  employer  participation  is  increasing  steadily 
supported  by  repeat  business.  An  employer  having  previously  made  an 
OYEP  claim  will  most  likely  participate  again  if  business  conditions 
allow.  In  fact,  over  72%  of  1980  OYEP  employers  had  participated  in 
OYEP  for  one  or  more  years  prior  to  1980.  About  62%  of  1980  OYEP 
employers  indicated  participation  in  1979,  38%  in  1978,  and  16%  in  1977. 
When  asked  about  future  intentions  with  respect  to  a  1981  OYEP,  57.2% 
of  1980  employers  indicated  that  they  would  hire  the  same -number  as 
1980.  A  further  22.2%  would  hire  more  while  18.4%  cannot  predict. 

About  1.2%  would  hire  less  than  1980,  and  the  remaining  1.0%  would  not 
hire  at  all.  That  is,  almost  80%  are  ready  to  participate  again  at 
least  as  strongly,  a  situation  which  ensures  future  growth  through 
repeat  business. 

Employer  Characteristics 

Five  employer  characteristics  are  examined  as  follows  in 
terms  of  overall  survey  results.  In  Section  III,  information  on 
these  characteristics  is  developed  at  the  category  level  for  responses 
where  there  is  statistical  significance.  The  characteristics  considered 
are  type  of  business  activity,  ownership  structure,  size  by  number  of 
full  time  employees,  location  and  motivating  factor. 

The  type  of  business  activity  associated  with  OYEP  employers 
is  listed  in  the  following  table  on  page  17  for  1978  and  1980.  The 
largest  activity  groups  are  retail  and  wholesale  trade,  and  farming. 
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BUSINESS  ACTIVITY  OF  OYEP  EMPLOYERS 

TYPE  OF 

1978 

1980 

BUSINESS 

% 

% 

Farming 

18.2 

18.7 

Retail  and  wholesale  trade 

24.2 

26.8 

Manufacturing 

10.6 

13.0 

Construction  and  utilities 

8.8 

8.8 

Hotels,  restaurants,  resorts,  etc. 

10.6 

10.2 

Other  service  industries 
(including  finance) 

9.9 

16.2 

Other  incl.  primary  industries, 
transportation  &  communication 

17.5 

6.2 

A  comparison  is  drawn  in  the  table,  page  18,  between  the 
percentage  distribution  of  OYEP  employers,  adjusted  to  exclude  farming, 
and  the  number  of  employees  associated  with  each  activity  for  all 
Ontario.  From  this,  it  is  apparent  that  OYEP  attracts  employers  in 
retail  and  wholesale  trade,  hotels,  restaurants,  and  resorts,  and 
construction  and  utilities  far  more  than  their  market  share  in  Ontario, 
and  mostly  at  the  expense  of  manufacturing. 

Retail  and  wholesale  trade  is  not  as  seasonal  in  nature  as 
resorts,  construction  and  farming.  For  this  reason,  expansion  of 
OYEP  to  year  round  eligibility  should  further  increase  the  relative 
market  share  of  retail  and  wholesale  trade,  and  possibly  manufacturing. 
This  is  a  desirable  situation  in  that  it  aims  at  youth  not  returning 
to  school;  and  new  jobs  developed,  particularly  in  manufacturing,  should 
be  more  permanent.  Non  summer  OYEP  may  be  more  dependent  on  business 
conditions,  resulting  in  volatility  of  demand. 


18 


"  ■  ■  '  - - - - 

NON  FARM  OYEP  EMPLOYERS  COMPARED  TO 

PERCENTAGE  OF  EMPLOYEES  IN  ONTARIO  BY  BUSINESS  ACTIVITY 

BUSINESS  ACTIVITY 

NON  FARM  OYEP 

ALL  NON  FARM  * 

1980 

EMPLOYERS  -  % 

EMPLOYEES  -  % 

Retail  and  wholesale  trade 

33.0 

18.8 

Manufacturing 

15.9 

41.3 

Construction  and  utilities 

10.8 

5.5 

Hotels,  restaurants,  resorts, 

etc. 

12.6 

5.2 

Other  service  industries 

(including  finance) 

19.9 

17.1 

Other  incl.  primary  industries, 

transportation  &  communication 

7.7 

12.1 

About  59%  of  the  sample  of  OYEP  employers  were  incorporated, 
while  30.4%  were  designated  as  individual  businesses  and  10.6%  as 
partnerships.  This  distribution  of  ownership  structure  is  relatively 
unchanged  from  1978.  As  well  the  distribution  by  employer  size  has  not 
changed  significantly  from  1978,  as  shown  in  the  following  table: 


SIZE  OF  OYEP 

EMPLOYERS 

NUMBER  OF  FULL 

TIME  EMPLOYEES 

1978 

% 

1980 

% 

No  full  time  employees 

51.4 

17.8 

1  to  4  employees 

33.5 

5  to  9  employees 

20.3 

16.4 

10  to  19  employees 

10.7 

12.5 

20  to  49  employees 

10.3 

10.1 

More  than  49  employees 

7.2 

9.6 

*  Statistics  Canada  catalogue  72-002  with  data  for  all  non-farm 
employees  in  Ontario,  based  on  employer  size  exceeding  20  full 
time  employees.  Hence  comparisons  are  not  exact,  but  show  strong 
trends . 
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OYEP  employers  are  located  within  the  five  Ontario  planning 
regions  as  shown  below.  Data  for  1979  is  from  administrative  records 
covering  all  OYEP  employers.  Ontario  population  for  1980  is  also 
presented  by  region.  Relative  to  population  density,  there  are  more 
OYEP  employers  in  Eastern  Ontario  and  less  in  the  Central  region.  The 
Central  region  can  be  split  into  Toronto  and  Other  Central  showing 
20.5%  and  36%  for  1980  respectively  and  20.7%  and  35.8%  in  1979. 


LOCATION 

OF  OYEP 

EMPLOYERS 

OYEP  EMPLOYERS 

ONTARIO  POPULATION 

REGION  OF 
ONTARIO 

1978 

% 

1979 

% 

1980 

% 

1980 

% 

Eastern 

18.4 

16 . 6 

17.0 

14.4 

Central 

50.6 

56.5 

56.5 

59.3 

Southwest 

18.8 

16.7 

16.0 

15.4 

Northeast 

9.3 

8.0 

8.1 

8.0 

Northwest 

3.0 

_ 

2.3 

2.4 

2.9 

Results  from  the  questionnaire  have  been  used  to  probe  the 
physical  characteristics  of  employers  including  the  nature  of  their 
business  activity,  the  ownership  structure,  the  size  by  number  of  full 
time  employees,  and  the  location  by  Ontario  planning  region.  A  non¬ 
physical  characteristic  concerns  the  motivating  factor  prompting 
employers  to  participate  in  OYEP.  As  illustrated  in  the  following 
table  on  page  20,  employers  in  1980  are  much  more  inclined  to  hire  for 
altruistic  purposes.  About  two  times  as  many  1980  employers  express  a 
desire  to  provide  employment  for  youth  as  their  strongest  motivating 
factor.  Possible  reasons  are  a  growing  familiarity  with  OYEP  and  its 
aims  and/or  a  lower  real  value  of  the  dollar  subsidy.  Also  noteworthy 
is  the  much  lower  percentage  of  employers  using  OYEP  as  a  chance  to 
assess  applicants  for  possible  future  hiring.  This  may  reflect  an 


economic  situation. 
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WHY  EMPLOYERS  PARTICIPATE  IN  OYEP 

MOTIVATING  FACTOR 

1978 

% 

1980 

% 

Financial  Incentive 

52.1 

47.0 

Chance  to  assess  applicants  for  possible 
future  hiring 

23.5 

11.1 

Desire  to  provide  employment  for  some  youth 

19.1 

38.1 

Other 

5.3 

3.9 

Type  of  Employment  Provided 

Employers  utilized  their  OYEP  employees  for  1978  and  1980 
in  the  following  manner: 


HOW  EMPLOYEES  UTILIZED 

1978 

% 

1980 

% 

Filled  in  for  employees  on  vacation 

13.2 

16.0 

Assisted  staff  with  existing  jobs 

47.6 

45.2 

Undertook  special  jobs  not  otherwise  possible 

39.2 

38.8 

The  type  of  work  assigned  to  OYEP  employees  has  been 

categorized  by  the  employers  for  1978  and  1980  as 

follows : 

TYPE  OF  WORK  PROVIDED 

1978 

% 

1980 

% 

Sales  and/or  service 

19.2 

22.9 

Clerical 

10.4 

11.4 

Non-skilled  manual  labour 

50.6 

50.9 

Skilled  manual  labour 

11,3 

9.1 

Other  incl.  managerial  or  technical 

8.5 

5.7 
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Additionality  of  Employment 

Prior  to  receiving  approval  for  OYEP  hiring,  an  employer 
must  declare  the  following: 

i)  The  employment  created  under  this  program  will  not  result 
in  the  dismissal,  layoff  or  reduction  in  regular  hours  or 
period  of  work  of  any  existing  employees. 

ii)  The  employment  created  under  this  program  will  be 
additional  to  normal  regular  or  normal  summer  employment. 

iii)  The  OYEP  positions  would  not  have  been  created  without 
the  funding  under  this  program. 

Since  future  business  conditions  are  not  fully  predictable 
by  employers  when  submitting  OYEP  applications,  then  their  evaluation 
of  the  number  of  new  positions  created  in  1980  by  OYEP  is  likely  to 
be  more  accurate  after  the  Program.  In  the  survey,  employers  were 
asked  to  give  their  best  estimate  of  the  number  of  new  positions  created 
in  1980  by  their  business  or  farm  that  would  not  have  been  filled 
without  OYEP.  Their  estimate  of  new  positions  created  is  78.5%  of 
positions  claimed  in  1980. 

A  similar  assessment  in  the  1978  survey  yielded  70%. 

However,  these  estimates  for  additionality  should  be  viewed  with 
caution  in  light  of  possible  reticence  of  respondents. 


Employer  Rating  and  Value  of  OYEP 

Employers  were  given  the  opportunity  to  rate  general  aspects 
of  OYEP  as  good,  fair,  or  poor.  Of  the  five  aspects  presented,  three 
are  comparable  with  1978  survey  data,  and  are  included  in  the  following 
table  on  page  22. 
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EMPLOYER  ASSESSMENTS 

OF  OYEP 

ASPECTS  RATED  BY 

OYEP  EMPLOYERS 

GOOD 

% 

RATING 

FAIR 

% 

POOR 

% 

OYEP  as  a  means  of  alleviating 

youth  unemployment  -  1980 

80.6 

18.5 

0.9 

1978 

76.3 

22.0 

1.7 

OYEP  as  useful  to  your 

business/farm  -  1980 

85.2 

14.1 

0.8 

1978 

81.6 

16.9 

1.5 

The  work  performance  of  your 

OYEP  employees  -  1980 

73.9 

24.4 

1.7 

1978 

69.6 

27.1 

3.3 

OYEP  as  helpful  to  youth 

returning  to  school  -  1980 

84.4 

14.7 

0.9 

OYEP  as  helpful  to  youth 

not  returning  to  school  -  1980 

48.9 

37.8 

13.3 

The  ratings  are  quite  high  in  general  with  very  few  employers 
expressing  negative  feedback.  They  do  perceive  that  OYEP  is  much  less 
useful  to  youth  not  returning  to  school.  An  expansion  of  OYEP  to  year 
round  eligibility  should  effectively  address  this  inequity.  The  work 
performance  of  OYEP  employees  does  not  rate  as  high  as  some  other  aspects 
but  this  is  exactly  what  OYEP  is  aiming  at  -  providing  experience  and  new 
skills  to  youth.  In  this  respect,  employers  were  asked  to  further  assess 
the  development  of  their  OYEP  employees.  The  following  table  on  page  23 
presents  the  opinion  of  employers  concerning  whether  OYEP  employees  have 
improved  themselves  on  the  job  in  terms  of  the  following  four  aspects. 
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EMPLOYER  OPINION  ON  PERSONAL 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  OYEP  EMPLOYEES 

EMPLOYEES  IMPROVED 

YES 

NO 

DON'T  KNOW 

IN  TERMS  OF: 

% 

% 

%  j 

Attitude  towards  work 

78.3 

7.5 

14.2 

Ability  to  perform  better 

on  the  job 

85.1 

4.7 

10.2 

Developing  self-confidence 

85.7 

2.2 

12.0 

Learning  new  skills 

91.7 

3.5 

4.8 

The  acquisition  by  young  people  of  new  work  skills  through 
OYEP,  as  interpreted  by  employers,  is  extraordinarily  high  and  very 
germane  to  the  purpose  of  OYEP  as  outlined  in  Bill  11  on  page  57  of 
Appendix  II  under  the  heading  Purpose  of  Act.  Another  significant  benefit 
of  OYEP  is  the  employment  created  that  extends  beyond  OYEP  subsidies,  with 
the  attendant  multiplier  effects.  In  1977,  28.5%  of  claimed  positions 
were  retained  part-time  beyond  the  subsidy  period, and  4.0%  full-time.  In 
1978,  the  percentage  for  part-time  was  25.8%  and  full  time,  8.0%;  while 
in  1979  the  percentages  were  22.8  and  8.0  respectively.  Because  of  the 
timing  of  the  survey,  similar  information  for  1980  could  not  be  determined. 

OYEP  is  also  of  value  to  business,  and  in  particular  to  small 
business.  In  terms  of  usefulness  to  their  business,  85.2%  of  OYEP 
employers  rated  OYEP  as  good  and  14.1%  as  fair .  For  32.9%  the  term  good 
takes  on  added  meaning  in  that  this  proportion  of  employers  would  find  it 
difficult  to  operate  without  OYEP  subsidies.  A  further  24.4%  are  unsure, 
which  suggests  they  are  not  strong  financially.  The  next  section  will 
illustrate  through  cross-tabluation  analysis  that  the  smaller  employers  are 
the  ones  most  in  need  of  subsidies. 
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SECTION  III 


CROSS  TABULATION  ANALYSIS  BY  EMPLOYER  CHARACTERISTICS 
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CROSS -TABULATION  ANALYSIS  BY  EMPLOYER  CHARACTERISTICS 


Statistical  tests  were  employed  to  determine  if  employer 
characteristics  had  an  effect  on  the  response  received  to  questions  from 
the  OYEP  questionnaire.  The  five  employer  characteristics  against  which 
the  questions  were  cross-tabulated  are  as  follows: 


SIZE 


STATUS 

NATURE 


REGION 


by  the  six  categories:  zero  full  time  employees; 
one  to  four  employees;  five  to  nine  employees; 
ten  to  nineteen  employees;  twenty  to  forty-nine 
employees;  and  lastly  fifty  or  more  employees. 

by  the  three  categories:  individual  businesses; 
partnerships;  and  corporations. 

a)  by  the  two  categories:  farm;  and  non-farm 

b)  by  the  six  non-farm  categories:  retail  and 
wholesale  trade;  manufacturing;  construction 
and  utilities;  hotels,  restaurants,  resorts, 
etc;  other  services  (incl.  finance);  and 
other  including  primary  industries,  and 
transportation  and  communication. 

by  the  categories:  Eastern;  Central  (less 
Toronto);  Southwest;  North;  and  Toronto. 


MOTIVATING 

FACTOR  -  by  the  categories:  financial  incentive;  chance 

to  assess  applicants  for  possible  future 
hiring;  desire  to  provide  employment  for  some 
youth;  and  other. 


While  all  questions  were  tested,  only  a  small  number  were  found 

& 

to  be  significant  for  each  of  the  four  physical  characteristics  noted  above. 
The  fifth  characteristic,  namely  motivating  factor,  did  not  show  any 
significant  results,  and  is  thus  ignored  in  the  following  analysis. 


If  the  response  to  a  question  is  not  significant,  it  means  that 
an  overall  response  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  outcome  of  a  question; 
or  alternatively  information  by  categories  provides  no  new  information. 

In  the  following  tables  only  significant  response  to  questions  from  the 
questionnaire  are  presented,  and  any  differences  noted  between  categories 
are  not  a  result  of  chance  alone. 


* 


Significant  results  with  low  cell  frequencies  have  been  ignored  since 
the  testing  procedure  cannot  be  verified  under  the  condition  of  low 
cell  frequencies. 
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SIZE  OF  OYEP  EMPLOYERS 


The  size  of  a  business  or  farm  has  a  significant  effect  on 
four  responses  by  OYEP  employers  to  questions  asked.  Size  is  inter¬ 
preted  in  terms  of  lumber  of  full  time  employees  and  separated  within 
six  categories  as  shown  in  the  accompanying  table.  In  general  the 
trend  lines  of  response  are  directional  across  size  categories,  and 
tend  to  stabilize. 

The  smaller  the  employer,  the  more  likely  a  non-mandatory 
open-ended  comment  will  be  made.  This  is  relevant  in  that  providing 
such  comments  usually  indicates  a  higher  degree  of  personal  involvement. 
The  percentage  of  employers  making  comments  tends  to  stabilize  at  or 
just  above  20  employees,  after  dropping  steadily  from  zero  full  time 
employees . 


The  larger  companies  are  more  likely  to  find  out  about  OYEP 
from  the  Ontario  Government  mailout,  while  radio  and  newspaper  ads 
draw  -in  relatively  more  smaller  employers.  Since  larger  companies  are 
more  stable  in  terms  of  location  and  survival,  then  their  listings 
should  be  superior,  and  the  result  could  be  expected.  The  percentage 
of  employers  finding  out  about  OYEP  from  word  of  mouth  and  Manpower  Centre 
is  volatile  across  size  categories,  but  no  clear  pattern  emerges. 

Employers  appear  to  depend  on  OYEP  subsidies  directly  in 
relation  to  size.  That  is,  56.3%  of  employers  with  no  full  time 
employees  find  it  difficult  without  OYEP  subsidies,  and  this  opinion  falls 
steadily  to  a  point  where  only  4%  of  large  employers  (50+  employees) 
need  OYEP  subsidies. 

More  smaller  companies  are  participating  for  the  first  time 
in  1980  than  larger  companies,  and  the  trend  is  proportional  to  size. 
However,  the  distribution  by  employer  size  has  not  changed  significantly 
from  1978.  Consequently  the  data  in  the  accompanying  table  does  not 
necessarily  suggest  a  trend  to  relatively  higher  percentages  of  smaller 
employers.  There  may  be  substitution  with  smaller  employers  moving  in 
and  out  of  OYEP  more  frequently. 
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TABLE  1  -  OYEP  EMPLOYER  RESPONSE  BY  SIZE  OF  EMPLOYER  -  1980 


RESPONSE  AFFECTED 

NUMBER  OF  FULL  TIME  EMPLOYEES  -  % 

1 

OVERALL 

RESPONSE 

% 

BY  SIZE  OF  EMPLOYER 

0 

1  TO  4 

5  TO  9 

10  TO  19 

20  TO  49 

50+ 

Made  open-ended 
comments  on  OYEP 

| 

I 

Yes 

24.5 

17.6 

17.2 

13.3 

8.9 

9.3 

16.5 

No 

75.5 

82.4 

82.8 

86.7 

91.1 

90.7 

83.5 

Employers  found  out 
about  OYEP  by 

Government  direct 
mail 

40.4 

42.7 

52.0 

46.9 

50.0 

58.7 

46.5 

Radio  or  newspaper 
ads 

34.6 

28.6 

20.0 

31.3 

19.2 

17.3 

26.2 

Word  of  mouth 

17.6 

18.4 

16.0 

6.3 

11.5 

16.0 

15.6 

Manpower  Centres 

7.4 

10.2 

12.0 

15.6 

19.2 

8.0 

11.6 

Employers  find  it 
difficult  without 

OYEP  subsidies 

Yes 

56.3 

40.5 

29.0 

21.4 

11.5 

4.0 

32.9 

No 

18.5 

34.0 

48.4 

53.1 

62.8 

78.7 

42.7 

Not  Sure 

25.2 

25.5 

22.6 

25.5 

25.6 

17.3 

24.4 

Is  1980  their  first 
year  of  OYEP 
participation 

Yes 

37.5 

32.0 

22.0 

17.9 

21.5 

22.2 

27.9 

No 

62.5 

68.0 

78.0 

82.1 

78.5 

77.8 

72.1 

OVERALL  RESPONSE  BY 

SIZE  OF  EMPLOYER  -  % 

17.8 

33.5 

16.4 

12.5 

10.1 

9.6 
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OWNERSHIP  STRUCTURE  OF  OYEP  EMPLOYERS 


The  ownership  structure  has  a  significant  effect  on  six 
responses  by  OYEP  employers  to  questions  asked.  However,  the  actual 
type  of  ownership  as  individual,  partnership,  or  corporation  is  less 
of  a  factor  on  its  own.  That  is,  ownership  structure  is  mostly  a 
function  of  size,  and  as  such  exhibits  tendencies  similar  to  size. 
Individual  businesses  are  assumed  to  be  smaller  on  average  than 
partnerships,  and  in  turn  than  corporations.  Consequently,  the 
response  to  questions  regarding  open-ended  comments,  employer  diffi¬ 
culty  without  subsidies,  and  1980  the  first  year  of  OYEP  participation, 
show  the  same  directional  trend  lines  as  size. 

The  potential  altering  of  two  OYEP  conditions,  -  namely 
allowing  age  less  than  fifteen,  and  allowing  the  hiring  of  relatives  - 
also  shows  effects  on  response  due  to  size.  Similarly,  increasing  the 
subsidy  is  affected  by  size  but  not  as  pronounced  as  elsewhere  in  the 
accompanying  table. 
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TABLE  2  -  OYEP  EMPLOYER  RESPONSE  BY  STATUS  OF  EMPLOYER  -  1980 


RESPONSE  AFFECTED 

OWNERSHIP  STRUCTURE-  % 

OVERALL 

BY  STATUS  OF  EMPLOYER 

INDIVIDUAL 

PARTNERSHIP 

CORPORATION 

RESPONSE 

% 

Made  open-ended  comments  on 
OYEP 

Yes 

23.2 

14.3 

13.5 

16.5 

No 

76.8 

85.7 

86.5 

83.5 

Altering  the  following  OYEP 
conditions  • 

Increasing  the  subsidy 

Yes 

55.7 

38.0 

46.0 

48.2 

No 

31.1 

39.4 

33.7 

33.5 

Don ’ t  Know 

13.2 

22.5 

20.2 

18.3 

Allow  age  less  than  15 

Yes 

27.3 

19.7 

9.6 

15.9 

No 

63.9 

69.7 

82.2 

75.6 

Don't  Know 

8.8 

10.6 

8.1 

8.5 

Allow  hiring  relatives 

Yes 

51.4 

52.9 

30.6 

39.3 

No 

43.9 

37.1 

51.0 

47.4 

Don't  Know 

4.7 

10.0 

18.4 

13.3 

Employers  find  it  difficult 
without  OYEP  subsidies 

Yes 

51.9 

34.5 

23.0 

32.9 

No 

24.7 

40.5 

52.3 

42.7 

Not  Sure 

23.4 

25.0 

24.7 

24.4 

Is  1980  their  first  year  of 
OYEP  participation 

Yes 

33.8 

31.0 

24.2 

27.9 

No 

66.2 

69.0 

75.8 

72.1 

OVERALL  RESPONSE  BY  OWNERSHIP 
STRUCTURE  -  % 

30.4 

10.6 

59.0 
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NATURE  OF  OYEP  EMPLOYERS 
AS  FARM  OR  NON-FARM 


The  nature  of  a  business  as  farm  or  non-farm  has  a  significant 
effect  on  five  responses  by  OYEP  employers  to  questions  asked.  It  is 
also  highly  probable  that  there  is  a  functional  relationship  to  size,  and 
the  significant  effects  determined  are  as  much  related  to  size  as  to 
nature  of  business. 

Farm  businesses  show  more  involvement  with  27.7%  making  general 
comments  on  OYEP.  While  this  is  much  higher  than  that  for  non-farm 
business,  it  is  substantially  lower  than  survey  results  from  1978  where 
56.1%  of  farm  businesses  made  comments.  This  high  1978  level  may  be  a 
reflection  of  the  novelty  of  the  Program  in  that  year. 

Farm  businesses  rely  much  more  heavily  on  personal  contacts  to 
recruit  for  OYEP  and  less  on  direct  inquires  by  youth.  The  observation 
that  such  contacts  may  be  with  youth  already  experienced  in  farm  labour 
is  not  supported  by  data  with  respect  to  new  skills  learned  and  work 
performance  of  OYEP  employees,  where  there  is  no  significant  difference 
between  farm  and  non-farm  businesses. 

Hypothetically  altering  OYEP  conditions  to  allow  age  less  than 
15,  and  hiring  relatives,  is  much  more  favourably  received  by  farm 
business.  Again  because  of  their  relatively  smaller  size,  OYEP  subsidy 
payments  are  more  important  to  farm  businesses,  and  a  full  50%  believe 
that  they  need  these  subsidies. 
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TABLE  3a  -  OYEP  EMPLOYER  RESPONSE  BY  FARM  AND  NON-FARM  EMPLOYERS  -  1980 


RESPONSE  AFFECTED 

NATURE  OF 

EMPLOYER  % 

OVERALL 

BY  NATURE  OF  EMPLOYER 

FARM 

NON-FARM 

RESPONSE 

% 

Made  open-ended  comments  on 

OYEP 

Yes 

27.7 

14.1 

16.5 

No 

72.3 

85.9 

83.5 

Youth  recruited  for  OYEP 
positions  from 

Personal  contacts 

61.2 

42.2 

45.7 

Manpower  centres 

10.1 

16.0 

14.9 

Direct  inquiries  by  youth 

21.6 

35.1 

32.7 

Other 

7.2 

6 . 6 

6.7 

Altering  the  following  OYEP 
conditions : 

Allow  age  less  than  15 

Yes 

30.6 

12.9 

15.9 

No 

62.2 

78.3 

75.6. 

Don ’ t  Know 

7.2 

8.8 

8.5 

Allow  hiring  relatives 

Yes 

55.8 

35.8 

39.3 

No 

40.8 

48.8 

47.4 

Don ' t  Know 

3.3 

15.4 

13.3 

Employers  find  it  difficult 
without  OYEP  subsidies 

Yes 

50.0 

29.3 

32.9 

No 

21.7 

47.2 

42.7 

Not  Sure 

28.3 

23.5 

24.4 

_ 

OVERALL  RESPONSE  BY  NATURE  OF 
EMPLOYER  -  % 

17.8 

i 

82.2 
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NATURE  OF  ACTIVITY  FOR 
NON-FARM  OYEP  EMPLOYERS 


The  nature  of  a  non-farm  business  by  type  of  activity  has  a 
significant  effect  on  five  responses  by  OYEP  employers  to  questions 
asked.  While  there  is  volatility,  there  are  no  clear  patterns  of 
response  between  types  of  business  activity  with  the  exception  of 
Other  Services. 

Other  Services  including  finance  show  a  much  higher  percen¬ 
tage  of  comments.  Employers  in  Other  Services  find  out  about  OYEP 
more  from  ads  and  word  of  mouth  and  less  from  Government  direct  mail. 
Also  62.1%  of  Other  Services  have  initiated  contact  with  OYEP  personnel, 
a  much  higher  percentage  than  other  types  of  business. 

The  response  of  Other  Service  businesses  to  the  size  related 
questions  on  hiring  relatives  and  finding  it  difficult  without  OYEP 
subsidies  is  below  the  overall  response  rate;  and  from  this  we  might 
conclude  that  the  previous  observations  are  not  size  related.  That  is, 
there  are  other  factors  operating  relevant  to  this  type  of  business 
activity  that  should  be  examined,  particularly  since  Other  Services  are 
almost  20%  of  all  non-farm  business.  These  factors  may  become  apparent 
within  the  open-ended  comments,  and  in  fact  may  be  the  reason  for  the 
relatively  high  proportion  of  such  comments.  Note  that  a  significant 
cross-tabulation  of  region  against  type  of  business  activity  (not  shown) 
locates  the  largest  proportion  of  Other  Services  in  Toronto. 
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TABLE  3b  -  OYEP  EMPLOYER  RESPONSE  BY  NATURE  OF  ACTIVITY 

FOR  NON-FARM  EMPLOYERS  -  1980 


NON-FARM  EMPLOYER  BUSINESS  ACTIVITY  -  % 

OVERALL 

RESPONSE  AFFECTED  BY 

RESPONSE 

7 

NATURE  OF  NON-FARM 

TRADE 

MANUFAC- 

CONST' N 

HOTELS , 

OTHER 

OTHER 

EMPLOYERS 

TURING 

&  UTILI- 

RESORTS , 

SERVICE 

TIES 

ETC. 

Made  open-ended 
comments  on  OYEP 

Yes 

14.0 

12.0 

10.3 

11.4 

23.2 

8.3 

16.5 

No 

86.0 

88.0 

89.7 

88.6 

76.8 

91.7 

83.5 

Employers  found  out 
about  OYEP  by 

Government  direct 
mail 

42.7 

61.6 

52.9 

38.0 

36.6 

46.8 

46.5 

Radio  or  newspaper 
ads 

27.6 

17.2 

27.9 

26.6 

28.5 

25.5 

26.2 

Word  of  mouth 

13.1 

11.1 

7.4 

17.7 

24.4 

25.5 

15.6 

Manpower  Centres 

16 . 6 

10.1 

11.8 

17.7 

10.6 

2.1 

11.6 

Altering  OYEP  condi¬ 
tions  to  allow  hiring 
relatives 

Yes 

43.8 

27.9 

34.4 

43.3 

28.3 

22.2 

39.3 

No 

43.3 

52.3 

44.3 

43.3 

58.4 

61.1 

47.4 

Don ' t  Know 

12.9 

19.8 

21.3 

13.4 

13.3 

16.7 

13.3 

Have  initiated  contact 
with  OYEP  personnel 

Yes 

42.0 

44.4 

44.1 

48.1 

62.1 

45.7 

49.8 

No 

58.0 

55.6 

55.9 

51.9 

37.9 

54.3 

50.2 

Employers  find  it 
difficult  without  OYEP 

subsidies 

Yes 

34.1 

16.2 

16.7 

48.7 

28.2 

13.0 

32.9 

No 

43.4 

60 . 6 

53.0 

35.9 

45.2 

58.7 

42.7 

Not  Sure 

22.4 - 

23.2 

30.3 

15.4 

26 . 6 

28.3 

24.4 

OVERALL  RESPONSE  BY 
TYPE  OF  NON-FARM 

33.0 

15.9 

10.8 

12.6 

19.9 

7.7 

EMPLOYER  -  % 

*  Adjusted  to  remove  OYEP  employers  engaged  in  farming. 
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LOCATION  BY  REGION  OF  OYEP  EMPLOYERS 


The  location  of  a  business  has  a  significant  effect  on  four 
responses  by  OYEP  employers  to  questions  asked.  The  effects  may  be 
partly  a  reflection  of  size  if  we  assume  that  on  average  OYEP  employers 
in  Toronto  have  more  full  time  employees  than  elsewhere.  This  is 
verified  in  a  significant  cross-tabulation  of  region  against  size  of 
employer  (not  shown) . 

In  general  the  differences  in  percentages  are  location 
specific  to  Toronto  and  probably  reflect  size  of  business.  In  the  South¬ 
west,  only  25.2%  would  find  it  difficult  without  OYEP  subsidies  and 
37.3%  believe  OYEP  conditions  should  be  altered  to  allow  hiring  relatives. 
These  are  the  next  lowest  percentages  other  than  Toronto  and  might 
indicate  more  buoyant  economic  conditions  than  Central  (less  Toronto) , 
Eastern,  and  Northern  regions. 
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TABLE  4  -  OYEP  EMPLOYER  RESPONSE  BY  LOCATION  OF  EMPLOYER  -  1980 


RESPONSE  AFFECTED  BY 

LOCATION  BY  REGION  -  % 

OVERALL 

RESPONSE 

% 

LOCATION  OF  EMPLOYER 

EASTERN 

CENTRAL 

W. TORONTO 

SOUTHWEST 

NORTH* 

TORONTO 

Made  open-ended 
comments  on  OYEP 

Yes 

■ 

18.5 

17.5 

22.0 

15.7 

9.3 

16.5 

No 

81.5 

82.5 

78.0 

84.3 

90.7 

83.5 

Youth  recruited  for 

OYEP  positions  from 

Personal  contacts 

50.4 

45.0 

50.0 

43.4 

40.8 

45.7 

Manpower  Centres 

17.1 

11.9 

16.1 

18.1 

15.9 

14.9 

Direct  enquiries  by 
youth 

27.9 

36.3 

29.0 

37.3 

30.6 

32.7 

Other 

4.7 

6.8 

4.8 

1.2 

12.7 

6.7 

Altering  OYEP  condi¬ 
tions  to  allow  hiring 
relatives 

Yes 

40.2 

47.6 

37.3 

43.1 

23.4 

39.3 

No 

46.2 

40.7 

50.0 

44.4 

59.9 

47.4 

Don ' t  Know 

13.7 

11.7 

12.7 

12.5 

16.8 

13.3 

Employers  find  it 
difficult  without  OYEP 
subsidies 

Yes 

41.8 

38.7 

25.2 

36 . 6 

19.5 

32.9 

No 

34.3 

40.8 

44.7 

35.4 

55.3 

42.7 

Not  Sure 

23.9 

20.6 

30.1 

28.0 

25.2 

24.4 

OVERALL  RESPONSE  BY 
LOCATION  OF  EMPLOYER  -  % 

17.0 

36.0 

16.0 

— 

10.5 

20.5 

JL 


A 


Composed  of  planning  regions  Northeast  and  Northwest,  which  have  been  combined 
for  technical  reasons  relating  to  cell  frequencies. 
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APPENDIX  I 


1980  OYEP  EMPLOYERS  QUESTIONNAIRE 


' 
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1980  ONTARIO  YOUTH  EMPLOYMENT  PROGRAM  (OYEP) 
EMPLOYERS  QUESTIONNAIRE 


r 


1 


L 


J 


An  immediate  reply  would  be  greatly  appreciated.  If  there  are 
any  problems  with  respect  to  completing  the  questionnaire,  please 
contact  David  Michener ,  toll  free  at  1-800-268-7592.  In  Metro 
Toronto  call  965-0570,  and  in  Northern  Ontario  call  965-0570, 
collect . 

The  completed  questionnaire  should  be  returned  to  Central 
Statistical  Services,  Parliament  Buildings,  Queen's  Park,  Toronto, 
Ontario,  M7A  1Y9.  A  postage  paid  envelope  is  enclosed  for  your 
convenience . 


i — I  / 

All  questions  with  boxes  "1 _ J"  can  be  answered  with  a  " "  mark. 

All  questions  with  a  line  " _ "  should  be  answered  with  the 

appropriate  number. 


FOR  OFFICE  USE  ONLY 


Ontario 

Ministry  of 

Intergovernmental 

Affairs 

Subsidies  Branch 

The  Honorable  Thomas  L. Wells 
Minister 


Region 

□  < 

Status 

□  » 

Nature 

O 

Positions 

mn 

4  5 

Comments 

□  m 

7  8  9 
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Indicate  the  appropriate  category  for  the  number  of  full 
time  employees  in  your  business/farm  during  1980  (excluding 
OYEP  employees) . 


No  full  time  employees 

17.8 

1  to  4  employees 

33.5 

5  to  9  employees 

16.4 

10  to  19  employees 

12.5 

20  to  49  employees 

10.1 

More  than  49  employees 

9.6 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 


Office  U 
Only  , 


Which  category  best  suits  the  nature  of  activity  conducted 
by  your  business/farm? 


Farming 

18,7 

□ 

Retail  and  wholesale  trade 

26.8 

□ 

Manufacturing 

13.0 

□ 

Construction  and  utilities 

8.8 

□ 

Hotels,  restaurants,  resorts,  etc. 

10.2 

□ 

.  Other  service  industries  (incl.  finance) 

16.2 

□ 

Other  including  primary  industries 
and  transportation  and  communication 

6.2 

□ 

How  did  your  business/farm  find  out  about  the  1980  OYEP? 
Check  only  one  category. 

On  OYEP  mailing  list 

46.5 

□ 

Radio  or  newspaper  ads 

26.2 

□ 

Word  of  mouth 

15.6 

□ 

Manpower  centres 

11.6 

□ 

What  was  the  strongest  motivating  factor  in  your  decision 
to  participate  in  the  1980  OYEP?  Check  only  one  category. 

Financial  incentive 

47.0 

□ 

Chance  to  assess  applicants  for 
possible  future  hiring 

11.1 

□ 

Desire  to  provide  employment  for 
some  youth 

38.1 

□ 

Other 

3.9 

□ 

Indicate  the  most  appropriate  category  to  describe  how  you 
have  recruited  youth  for  OYEP  positions.  Check  only  one 

category. 

Personal  contacts 

45.7 

□ 

Manpower  centres 

14.9 

□ 

From  direct  enquiries  for 
employment  by  youth 

32.7 

□ 

Other 

6 . 7 

□ 
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Office  Use 
Only 


6.  Can  you  give  your  best  estimate  of  the  number  of  new 
positions  created  in  1980  by  your  business/farm  that 
would  not  have  existed  without  OYEP? 


Number  of  positions 


1,490 


7.  How  will  you  participate  if  OYEP  grants  are  continued 
in  1981? 

Not  at  all 

Hire  less  than  1980 

Hire  the  same  number  as  1980 

Hire  more  than  in  1980 

Don ’ t  know 


1.0  □ 
1.2  □ 

57.2  □ 

22.2  □ 

18.4  □ 


□□ 

15  16 


8.  If  you  expect  to  participate  less  or  not  at  all  in 
OYEP  during  1981  is  it  because:  (Check  only  one 
category,  if  applicable). 

OYEP  is  not  useful  to  your  business 
OYEP  conditions  are  unsatisfactory 
OYEP  administration  is  unsatisfactory 
You  expect  poorer  business  conditions 
Other 


1.3  □ 
7.8  □ 
1.3  □ 
32.5  □ 
57.1  □ 


9.  a)  How  many  positions  have  you  had  approved  for  OYEP 

during  1980? 

Number  of  positions 

b)  Of  these,  how  many  will  you  make  a  claim  for? 

Number  of  positions 

10.  If  you  do  not  claim  subsidies  for  any  OYEP  positions 
in  1980,  or  for  a  lesser  number  than  you  have  had 
approved,  could  you  indicate  why?  Check  only  one 
category. 


Changing  business  conditions 

Could  not  find  suitable  employees 

Employee (s)  left  early 

Too  much  bother  filling  out  forms 

Other 


2,265 


1,898 


5!. 5  Q 

18.4  □ 
18.4  □ 
1.5  □ 
10.2  □ 


19  20 


21  22 


23 


t 


12. 


13. 


14. 
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11.  In  your  opinion  as  an  employer,  should  the  following  OYEP 
conditions  be  altered  as  indicated,  or  remain  the  same? 


Increase  Decrease  Unchanged 


a)  Amount  of  the  subsidy  ($1. 25/hr) 

□  51.1 

□ 

0.3 

□  48.7 

□24 

b)  Minimum  25  hours  per  week 

□  6.6 

□ 

26.3 

□  67.1 

□  2s 

c)  Maximum  40  hours  per  week 

□  25.5 

□ 

1.3 

□  73.2 

□26 

d)  Minimum  of  6  weeks 

□  8.8 

□ 

24.4 

□  66.8 

O 

e)  Maximum  of  25  weeks  per  year 

□  25.3 

□ 

2.0 

□  72.7 

□2® 

Would  changing  any  of  the  following  OYEP  conditions 
business/farm  to  hire  more  youth  than  you  do  now? 

cause 

your 

Yes 

No 

Don 

' t  Know 

a)  Increasing  the  subsidy 

□  48.2 

□ 

33.5 

□  18.3 

o 

b)  Year-round  eligibility  period 

□  58.2 

□ 

28.9 

□  12.9 

□  30 

c)  Allow  age  less  than  15 

□  15.9 

□ 

75.6 

□  8.5 

□  3’ 

d)  Allow  age  greater  than  24 

□  36.4 

□ 

49.2 

□  14.4 

□*2 

e)  Able  to  hire  relatives 

□  39.3 

□ 

47.4 

□  13.3 

□  33 

a)  Has  your  business/farm  initiated  contact  with  OYEP  personnel 
by  telephone,  mail,  or  personal  visit  to  make  a  complaint  or 
get  information? 


Yes  lJ  49.8 

No  □  50.2 

b)  If  yes,  were  you  satisfied  with  the  response  by  OYEP  personnel? 


Yes 

No 


□  97-o 

□  3-° 


Would  your  business/farm  find  it  difficult  to  operate  without 
OYEP  subsidies? 


Yes 

No 

Not  Sure 


□  82.9 

□  42-7 

□  2^.4 


15.  As  an  employer,  how  would  you  rate  the  administration  of  OYEP  in 


terms  of  the  following 


Good 

Fair 

Poor 

a) 

Promotion  and  information 
about  OYEP 

□ 

79.0 

□  18,2 

□ 

2.7 

O 

b) 

The  time  taken  to  receive 
the  application  form 

□ 

72.0 

□  22  • 1 

□ 

5.9 

□  3° 

c) 

The  time  taken  for  your 
application  to  be  approved 

□ 

68.9 

□  25.0 

□ 

6.1 

O 

d) 

The  clarity  and  simplicity 
of  forms  used 

□ 

82.4 

□  16.2 

□ 

1.4 

o 

□ 

Office  Usi 
Only 


□ 
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□ 


35 


o 


45 


Office  Use 
Only 


16. 


a)  Indicate  how  OYEP  employees  are  used  in  your  business/ 
farm  by  showing  the  number  per  category.  The  total 
for  the  three  categories  should  equal  the  number  of 
OYEP  employees  for  which  a  claim  will  be  made  in  1980. 


Filling  in  for  employees  on  vacation 
Assisting  staff  with  existing  jobs 
Undertaking  jobs  not  otherwise  possible 


304 

16.0 

41 

858 

45.2 

42 

736 

38.8 

□ 

43 

17. 


18. 


19. 


b)  Similarly  indicate  the  type  of  work  performed  by  your 
OYEP  employees.  The  total  for  the  five  categories 
listed  should  equal  the  number  of  OYEP  employees  for  which 
a  claim  will  be  made,  as  in  part  (a)  and  Question  9  (b) . 


Sales  and/or  service 

428 

22.9 

□« 

Clerical 

214 

11.4 

□  45 

Non-skilled  manual  labour 

952 

50.9 

o 

Skilled  manual  labour 

170 

9.1 

□  47 

Other  including  managerial  or  technical 

107 

5.7 

□  4a 

How  would  you  rate  the  following: 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

a) 

OYEP  as  a  means  of  alleviating 

□ 

□ 

□  0.9 

youth  unemployment 

80.6 

18.5 

□  49 

b) 

OYEP  as  helpful  to  youth 
returning  to  school 

□ 

84.4 

□ 

14.7 

□  0.9 

O 

c) 

OYEP  as  helpful  to  youth  not 
returning  to  school 

□ 

48.9 

□ 

37.8 

| — j  13.3 

□»i 

d) 

The  work  performance  of  your 

OYEP  employees 

□ 

73.9 

□ 

24.4 

□  1-7 

e) 

OYEP  as  useful  to  your  business/ 
farm 

□ 

85.2 

□ 

14.1 

oo 

o 

□ 

Do 

you  feel  that  your  OYEP  employees 

have 

improved 

themselves 

on 

the  job  in  terms  of  the  following 

• 

• 

Yes 

No 

Don’t  Know 

a) 

Attitude  towards  work 

□ 

78.3 

□ 

7.5 

□  14.2 

□  54 

b) 

Ability  to  perform  better  on 
the  job 

□ 

85.1 

□ 

4.7 

□  10 -2 

□  5s 

c) 

Developing  self-confidence 

□ 

85.7 

rn 

2.2 

j — |  12.0 

□  =6 

d) 

Learning  new  skills 

□ 

91.7 

□ 

3.5 

□  4,8 

O 

Which  level (s)  of  government  do  you 

feel 

should 

be 

involved  in 

programs  such  as  OYEP  in  Ontario? 

Yes 

No 

No 

Opinion 

o 

Federal  Government 

□ 

42.5 

□ 

33.4 

□  24.1 

Ontario  Government 

□ 

86.5 

□ 

2.3 

□  H-2 

□  59 

Local  Governments 

□ 

37.2 

□ 

39.3 

□  23.0 

o 
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20.  Is  1980  the  first  year  your  business/f arm  has  participated 
in  OYEP  by  making  a  claim? 

Yes  27.9  □ 

No  72.1  □ 

21.  If  no,  then  could  you  provide  the  following  information  for 
prior  years:  Leave  blank  any  year  which  is  not  applicable. 


Office  U 
Only 


I 

1 


1977  1978  1979 


a) 

Number  of 

OYEP  employees  for  which 

a  claim  was  made  in: 

249 

702 

1,316 

b) 

Number  of 

OYEP  employees  retained 

28.5% 

25 . 8% 

22.8% 

part-time 
in : 

beyond  the  subsidy  period 

71 

181 

300 

c) 

Number  of 

OYEP  employees  retained 

4.0% 

8.1% 

8.0% 

full-time 

beyond  the  subsidy  period 

10 

57 

105 

22.  If  you  have  participated  in  OYEP  in  1979,  were  you  satisfied 
with  the  time  taken  to  receive  your  subsidy  payment? 

A  J  J  78.0  Yes  48.3  □ 

Adjusted  ( _ 

22.0  No  13.6  L_j 

Not  Applicable  38 . 1  !  I 

23.  In  your  opinion,  what  is  a  reasonable  length  of  time  for  the 
subsidy  to  be  received  by  your  business/farm  after  you  have 
sent  in  the  claim? 


0  to  2  weeks 
2  to  4  weeks 
4  to  6  weeks 
6  to  12  weeks 


8.6  □ 

i — | 

53.3  — 

34.3  □ 
3.8  □ 


n 


i 


62  63  6 

□a 


65  66  67, 


I 


68  69  70 


I 


71  72  7 


1 


| 

I 

| 

I 

I 


The  separate  leaf  enclosed  is  for  any  comments  you  may  care  to  make 
on  OYEP,  and  for  a  listing  of  the  names,  addresses,  and  phone  numbers 
(if  available),  of  your  OYEP  employees.  We  wish  to  use  this  listing  to 
develop  a  sample  for  surveying  youth  participating  in  OYEP.  There  will 
be  no  attempt  to  compare  directly  the  opinion  of  any  particular  OYEP 
employer  with  a  particular  OYEP  employee.  The  opinions  of  employers  and 
OYEP  employees  will  be  assessed  separately  to  determine  if  the  needs  of 
both  groups  are  benefiting  from  OYEP. 


THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  TIME  AND  CO-OPERATION  IN 
COMPLETING  AND  RETURNING  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE. 


APPENDIX  II 


STATISTICAL  METHODOLOGY 
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STATISTICAL  METHODOLOGY 

The  estimated  sample  size  (n)  for  the  employers’  survey  is 
determined  from  the  following  formula  with  confidence  set  at  95%  and 
tolerated  error  at  .05.  That  is: 

t2PQN  ,  , 

n  =  — - — where  t  =  1.96 

*  P«  +  N£  P  -  Q  -  .5 

N  =  23,000 
e  =  .05 

A  simple  random  sample  of  1,291  employers  was  selected  from 
23,000  Ontario  employers,  yielding  792  useable  returns  for  a  61% 
response  rate.  Upper  and  lower  confidence  intervals  are  presented  in 
the  following  table  for  selected  questions.  For  example,  with  the 
sample  mean  p  =  .511,  then  there  is  a  95%  probability  that  the  true 
percentage  of  employers  who  feel  OYEP  subsidies  should  be  increased  will 
lie  within  the  interval  47.7%  to  54.5%.  The  confidence  limits  for 
questions  not  included  in  the  accompanying  table  can  be  developed 
easily  from  the  following  formulas: 

792  useable  returns 

1.96  at  95% 

In  Section  III  the  chi  square  statistic  (JC)  and  hypothesis 
testing  for  independence  is  used  to  examine  if  a  relationship  exists 
between  two  variables.  Each  test  concerns  a  particular  employer 
characteristic  against  a  response  to  a  question.  All  such  combinations 
are  tested  to  determine  which  are  significant  or  related.  The  chi  square 
statistic  is  determined  by  the  following  formula: 

=  observed  frequency 
=  expected  frequency 

=  frequency  in  a  respective 
column  marginal 

=  frequency  in  a  respective 
row  marginal 

=  number  of  valid  cases 


X 


(f1  -  £i)7f 

_o___e_  l 


and  f1  =  C.r./N  where 
e  i  i  / 


N 


_2 

Sample  variance  Sp  =  p  (1  -  p)/n  for  n  = 

^2 


Standard  deviation  Sp  =  VSp‘ 

Coefficient  of  variation  =  Sp/p 

_  -j.  _ 

Confidence  intervals  about  p  -  t  Sp  for  t  = 
confidence 
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STATISTICAL  DEVELOPMENT  FOR  95%  CONFIDENCE 


QUESTION  OR 

SELECTED  VARIABLE 

SAMPLE 

T - 

CONFIDENCE  INTERVAL 
95% 

SAMPLE 

VARIANCE 

SAMPLING 

ERROR 

COEFF.  OF 
VARIATION 

P 

% 

LOWER  LT. 

PL 

% 

UPPER  LT. 

PU 

% 

s-2 

P 

S- 

P 

s-/- 

P  P 

CONDITIONS: 

Employers  feel  the  OYEP 
subsidy  should  be 
increased 

51.1 

47.7 

54.5 

.00031 

.01760 

.03444 

Employers  will  hire  more 
if  the  OYEP  subsidy  is 
increased 

48.2 

44.8 

51.6 

.00031 

.01760 

.03651 

Employers  will  hire  more 
if  year-round  eligibi¬ 
lity  is  allowed 

58.2 

54.8 

61.6 

.00030 

.01732 

.02975 

ADMINISTRATION: 

Employer  satisfied  with 
responsiveness  of  OYEP 
personnel 

97.0 

95.8 

98.2 

.00004 

.00606 

.00625 

Employer  rates  the  time 
taken  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  to  be  approved  as 
good 

68.9 

65.7 

72.1 

.00027 

.01643 

.02384 

Employer  satisfied  with 
the  time  taken  to 
receive  the  1979  subsidy 

78.0 

75.1 

80.9 

.00022 

.01473 

.01889 

MOTIVATING  FACTOR: 

Financial  Incentive 

47.0 

43.6 

50.4 

.00031 

.01760 

.03744 

Desire  to  provide  some 
youth  with  employment 

38.1 

34.8 

41.4 

.00029 

.01702 

■  .04467 

TYPE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

PROVIDED 

Sales  and/or  service 

22.9 

20.0 

25.8 

.00022 

.01493 

.06521 

Non-skilled  manual 
labour 

50.9 

47.5 

54.2 

.00031 

.01760 

.03457 
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STATISTICAL  DEVELOPMENT  EOR  95%  CONFIDENCE  -  CONT'D 


QUESTION  OR 

SELECTED  VARIABLE 

SAMPLE 

MEAN 

CONFIDENCE  INTERVAL 
95% 

SAMPLE 

VARIANCE 

SAMPLING 

ERROR 

COEFF.  OF 
VARIATION 

P 

% 

LOWER  LT. 

?L 

% 

UPPER  LT. 

?U 

Of 

/o 

s-2 

P 

S- 

P 

i  a 

i  p. 

CO 

ASPECTS  OF  OYEP 

RATED  AS  GOOD 

A  means  of  alleviating 
youth  unemployment 

80.6 

77.9 

83.3 

.00019 

.01378 

.01709 

Helpful  to  youth 
returning  to  school 

84.4 

81.9 

86.9 

.00016 

.01264 

.01497 

Helpful  to  youth  not 
returning  to  school 

48.9 

45.5 

52.3 

.00031 

.01760 

.03599 

Work  performance  of 

OYEP  employees 

73.9 

70.9 

76.9 

.00024 

.01549 

.02096 

Useful  to  the  business/ 
farm 

85.2 

82.8 

87.6 

.00015 

.01224 

.01436 

OYEP  EMPLOYEES  HAVE 
IMPROVED  THEMSELVES  IN 
TERMS  OF: 

Attitude  towards  work 

78.3 

75.5 

81.1 

.00021 

.01449 

.01850 

Ability  to  perform 
better  on  the  job 

85.1 

82.6 

87.6 

.00016 

.01264 

.01485 

Developing  self- 
confidence 

85.7 

83.3 

88.1 

.00015 

.01224 

.01428 

Learning  new  skills 

91.7 

89.8 

93.6 

.00009 

.00948 

.01033 

' 


- 
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BILL  11 


1st  Session,  31st  Legislature,  Ontario 
26  Elizabeth  II,  1977 


An  Act  to  provide  Employment  Opportunities  for 

Youth  in  Ontario 


The  Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough 
Treasurer  of  Ontario  and  Minister  of  Economics  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs 


TORONT  () 

Printed  by  J.  C.  Thatcher,  Queen's  Printer  for  Ontario 
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BILL  11 


1977 


An  Act  to  provide  Employment 
Opportunities  for  Youth  in  Ontario 

HER  MAJESTY,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Legislative  Assembly  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
enacts  as  follows: 

1 .  In  this  Act, 

(a)  “eligible  employee”  means  a  person  who  is  resident 
and  eligible  to  work  in  Ontario  and  who  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  youth  employment 
program  has  attained  the  age  of  fifteen  years  but 
has  not  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years ; 

( b )  “eligible  employer”  means  a  person  who  has  been 
actively  engaged  in  business  or  farming  in  Ontario 
for  at  least  one  year  immediately  prior  to  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  the  youth  employment  program  but 
does  not  include  a  municipality  or  local  board 
thereof,  the  Government  of  Canada  or  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  province  or  any  agency,  board  or  com¬ 
mission  thereof,  or  any  person  prescribed  not  to  be 
eligible  as  an  employer; 

(c)  “employee”  means  an  employee  within  the  meaning 
of  The  Employment  Standards  Act,  1974 ; 

(d)  “employer”  means  an  employer  within  the  meaning 
of  The  Employment  Standards  Act,  1974\ 

( e )  “farming”  includes  tillage  of  the  soil,  the  breeding, 
raising  or  grazing  of  live  stock  of  all  kinds,  the  raising 
of  poultry  and  the  production  of  poultry  products, 
fur-farming,  dairy  farming,  fruit  growing,  the  growing 
of  food  for  human  consumption  or  for  the  feeding  of 
live  stock  and  the  keeping  of  bees; 

{f)  “local  board”  means  a  local  board  as  defined  in 
The  Municipal  Affairs  Act\ 


Interpre¬ 

tation 


1974,  c.  112 


R.S.O.  1970, 
c.  118 
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Purpose 
of  Act 


Minister 
may  make 
grants 


Effect  of 
program 


Interpre¬ 

tation 


(g)  “Minister”  means  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  and 
Minister  of  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs 
or  such  other  member  of  the  Executive  Council  as  is 
designated  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  to 
administer  this  Act ; 

(A)  “municipality”  means  a  city,  town,  village,  town¬ 
ship  or  improvement  district  and  includes  a  metro¬ 
politan,  regional  or  district  municipality; 

(i)  “prescribed”  means  prescribed  by  the  regulations; 

(j)  “regulations”  means  the  regulations  made  under  this 
Act. 

2.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  youth  employment  program  that  will  encourage 
the  farming  and  business  communities  in  Ontario  to  achieve 
increased  employment  of  youth  in  Ontario  by  creating  new 
summer  job  opportunities  and  that  will  provide  young  people 
with  work  experience  and  skills  that  better  equip  them  for 
full-time  participation  in  the  labour  market. 

3.  The  Minister  may  make  grants  in  the  prescribed  amount 
to  eligible  employers  who  hire  eligible  employees  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  youth  employment 
program  established  under  this  Act. 

4.  — (1)  The  youth  employment  program  established  under 
this  Act  shall  ensure, 

(a)  that  employment  created  under  the  program  is  in 
addition  to  that  normally  provided  by  an  employer 
and  that  it  does  not  result  in  the  dismissal,  lay-off 
or  reduction  in  regular  hours  or  period  of  work  of 
any  existing  employees  of  an  employer;  and 

( b )  that  employment  is  not  provided  under  the  program 
to  an  employee  where  the  employer  is  a  related 
person. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  clause  b  of  subsection  1,  “related 
person”  means, 

(i)  any  spouse,  parent,  son  or  daughter,  brother  or 
sister  of  the  employee, 

(ii)  arfy  relative  of  the  employee  or  of  his  spouse,  other 
than  a  relative  referred  to  in  subclause  i,  who  has 
the  same  home  as  the  employee,  or 
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(iii)  any  body  corporate  of  which  the  employer*  and  any 
of  the  persons  referred  to  in  subclause  i  or  ii  or  the 
partner  or  employer  of  the  employee,  either  alone  or 
in  combination  beneficially  owns,  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  equity  >hares  carrying  more  than  50  per 
cent  of  the  voting  rights  attached  to  all  equity 
shares  of  a  body  corporate  for  the  time  being  out¬ 
standing. 

5. — (1)  Every  person  who  receives  a  grant  of  money  under  Returns 
the  youth  employment  program  established  under  this  Act 
shall,  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as  may  be  prescribed, 
make  a  return  to  the  Minister  in  such  form  as  the  Minister 
requires. 

(2)  Every  person  who  fails  to  make  a  return  as  and  when  otrence 
required  by  subsection  1  is  guilty  of  an  offence  and  on  summary 
conviction  is  liable  to  a  fine  not  exceeding  $500. 

<}.  The  Minister,  or  any  person  designated  by  him  in  writing,  inspection 
may  at  all  reasonable  times  enter  into  any  premises  or  place 
where  any  business  is  carried  on  or  any  property  is  kept,  or 
any  thing  is  done  in  connection  with  any  busine»  or  any 
books  or  records  are  or  should  be  kept  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  or  the  regulations  to  ensure  that  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  and  the  regulations  are  being  complied 
with. 

7. — (1)  Upon  an  inspection  under  section  6,  the  person  fa°s^tor 
inspecting, 

(a)  is  entitled  to  free  access  to  all  books  of  account, 
cash,  documents,  bank  accounts,  vouchers,  cor¬ 
respondence  and  records  of  every  description  of  the 
person  being  inspected ;  and 

(b)  may,  upon  giving  a  receipt  therefor,  remove  any 
material  referred  to  in  clause  a  that  relates  to  the 
purpose  of  the  inspection  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  copy  thereof,  providing  that  such  copying  is 
carried  out  with  reasonable  dispatch  and  the  material 
in  question  is  promptly  thereafter  returned  to  the 
person  being  inspected, 

and  no  person  shall  obstruct  the  person  inspecting  or  with¬ 
hold  or  destroy,  conceal  or  refuse  to  furnish  anv  information 
or  other  thing  required  by  the  person  inspecting  for  the 
purposes  of  the  inspection. 

(2)  Any  copy  made  as  provided  in  subsection  1  and  purport-  c°Plea 
ing  to  be  certified  by  the  inspector  is  admissible  in  evidence 
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Offence 


Non¬ 

disclosure 


Offence 


Saving 


Recovery 
of  grant 
made  on 
basis  of 
false 

application 


Regulations 


in  any  action,  proceeding  or  prosecution  as  being  of  actual 
proof  of  the  original. 

(3)  Every  person  who  contravenes  subsection  1  is  guilty 
of  an  offence  and  on  summary  conviction  is  liable  to  a  line  of 
not  more  than  $2,000,  or  if  such  person  is  a  corporation,  to 
a  fine  of  not  more  than  $10,000. 

(4)  No  person  employed  in  the  administration  or  enforce¬ 
ment  of  this  Act  shall  disclose  information  obtained  under 
section  6  or  this  section,  except  where  the  disclosure  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  administration  or  enforcement  of  this  Act  or 
where  the  disclosure  is  required  by  a  court  for  the  purposes 
of  an  action,  prosecution  or  proceeding. 

8.— (1)  Every  person  who  makes  or  assists  in  making  a 
statement  in  any  document  required  by  or  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  or  the  regulations  that,  at  the  time  and  in  related 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  made,  is  false  or  misleading 
in  respect  of  any  material  fact  or  omits  to  state  any  material 
fact,  the  omission  of  which  makes  the  statement  false  or 
misleading  is  guilty  of  an  offence  and  on  summary  conviction 
is  liable  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $2,000,  or  if  such  person 
is  a  corporation,  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $10,000. 

(2)  No  person  is  guilty  of  an  offence  under  subsection  1  if 
he  did  not  know  that  the  statement  was  false  or  misleading, 
and  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  could  not  have 
known  that  the  statement  was  false  or  misleading. 

O.  Where  any  person  obtains  a  grant  or  disbursement 
of  funds  under  this  Act  or  the  regulations,  on  the  basis  of 
information  that  is  false  or  misleading  or  an  application  that 
contains  any  false  or  misleading  statement,  the  amount  of 
such  grant  or  disbursement  together  with  interest  thereon 
at  the  prescribed  rate,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  debt  due  to 
the  Crown  and  may  be  recovered  by  an  action  in  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction. 

10.  —  (1)  The  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Conned  may  make 
regulations  establishing,  amending  or  revoking  a  youth 
employment  program  and  fixing  the  time  of  commencement 
and  duration  of  the  program,  and,  without  restricting  the 
generality  of  the  foregoing, 

(a)  prescribing  the  amounts  of  grants  that  may  be  made 
under  the  program  to  employers; 

( b )  prescribing  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which 
grants  under  the  program  may  be  made; 
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(c)  prescribing  the  manner  in  which  eligibility  for  grants 
shall  be  determined; 

(d)  prescribing  the  manner  and  method  by  which  grants 
under  the  program  shall  be  made; 

( c )  prescribing  the  books  and  records  to  be  kept  by 
employers  relating  to  employees  in  respect  of  whom 
grants  under  the  program  may  be  made; 

(/)  prescribing  the  information  and  returns  to  be  tiled 
by  employers  in  connection  with  the  program; 

(g)  prescribing  the  rate  of  interest  for  the  purposes  of 
section  9; 

(h)  defining  any  word  or  expression  used  in  this  Act  or 
the  regulations  that  has  not  already  been  expressly 
defined  in  this  Act; 


(i)  prescribing  any  matter  that  is  required  or  permitted 
by  this  Act  to  be  prescribed  by  regulation ; 

(j)  prescribing  forms  and  providing  for  their  use  and 
requiring  any  information  given  in  a  form  to  be 
verified  by  statutory  declaration. 

(2)  A  regulation  made  under  subsection  1  may  be  made  Regulation 
effective  retroactively  to  a  date  not  earlier  than  the  19th  retroactive 
day  of  April,  1977. 

Jl.  Notwithstanding  The  Summary  Convictions  Act,  pro-  institution  of 
,  r  •  •  ,  t  ,  ,  ,  .  proceedings 

ceedings  to  enlorce  any  provision  ot  this  Act  or  the  regulations  RS0  1970 
mav  be  instituted  within  two  years  after  the  time  the  subject-  c-450 
matter  of  the  proceedings  arose. 

1*2.  The  moneys  required  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  MoDeys 
shall,  until  the  31st  day  of  March,  1978,  be  paid  out  of  the 
Consolidated  Revenue  Fund  and  thereafter  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  moneys  appropriated  therefor  by  the  Legislature. 

1  ,*{.  This  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  come  into  force  Commence' 

ment 

on  the  19th  day  of  April,  197/. 

14.  The  short  title  of  this  Act  is  The  Ontario  Youth Short  “He 
Employment  Act,  1977. 


APPENDIX  IV 


POPULATION  PROJECTIONS  BY  REGION  OF  ONTARIO 
FOR  AGES  15  TO  24 


:  63 


& 

POPULATION  FOR  AGES  15  TO  24  BY  ONTARIO  REGION  INCLUDING 

PROJECTIONS  TO  THE  YEAR  2001 


YEAR 

EASTERN 

CENTRAL 

LESS 

TORONTO 

SOUTH¬ 

WESTERN 

NORTH¬ 

EAST 

NORTH¬ 

WEST 

METRO 

TORONTO 

ONTARIO 

TOTAL 

1975 

224,952 

523,817 

233,582 

117,042 

45,787 

390,338 

1,535,518 

1976 

227,400 

535,855 

235,375 

116,695 

45,985 

391,020 

1,552,330 

1977 

230,637 

546,956 

238,225 

116,227 

45,533 

394,978 

1,572,556 

1978 

235,195 

578,905 

246,273 

121,786 

47,000 

377,313 

1,606,472 

1979 

237,899 

590,595 

249,715 

124,165 

47,157 

370,328 

1,619,859 

1980 

235,941 

615,083 

251,992 

130,586 

47,895 

354,725 

1,636,222 

1981 

233,062 

626,679 

252,093 

131,003 

47,694 

343,151 

1,633,682 

1982 

228,677 

632,970 

250,029 

129,512 

47,208 

331,980 

1,620,376 

1983 

222,797 

634,129 

246,486 

126,864 

46,250 

320,077 

1,596,603 

1984 

216,746 

632,804 

242,277 

123,382 

45,365 

308,671 

1,569,245 

1985 

210,440 

631,929 

238,505 

119,818 

44,487 

297,797 

1,542,976 

1986 

203,848 

628,140 

234,037 

115,608 

43,441 

286,633 

1,511,707 

1987 

196,724 

622,001 

229,401 

111,677 

42,613 

275,744 

1,478,160 

1988 

189,072 

612,914 

223,633 

107,326 

41,480 

264,419 

1,438,844 

1989 

181,526 

603,147 

217,861 

102,529 

40,547 

253,549 

1,399,159 

1990 

175,248 

595,944 

213,667 

98,720 

39,661 

244,400 

1,367,640 

1991 

170,722 

589,585 

210,090 

95,607 

38,941 

237,482 

1,342,427 

1992 

168,577 

584,493 

206,620 

93,945 

38,106 

233,840 

1,325,581 

1993 

168,120 

582,954 

204,668 

93,124 

37,662 

231,567 

1,318,095 

1994 

167,848 

582,177 

202,871 

92,648 

37,138 

229,620 

1,312,302 

1995 

167,270 

578,689 

200,335 

91,980 

36,588 

227,001 

1,301,863 

1996 

166,526 

574,391 

197,683 

91,533 

36,003 

224,440 

1,290,576 

1997 

167,119 

575,022 

196,211 

91,555 

35,572 

222,626 

1,288,105 

1998 

168,199 

577,516 

195,781 

92,146 

35,343 

221,007 

1,289,992 

1999 

169,995 

581,517 

195,958 

93,521 

35,256 

218,899 

1,295,146 

2000 

171,182 

584,448 

195,627 

94 ,865 

35,160 

215,912 

1,297,194 

2001 

172,678 

589,895 

195,781 

96,454 

35,204 

211,553 

1,301,565 

•k  Projections  developed  by  the  Social  end  Economic  Data  Branch  of  Central 
Statistical  Services  from  the  Ministry  of  Treasury  6  Economics. 
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